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GE Float Survey Resultsfor the Tl Pool
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Figure 3-6

Cohesive Sediment Area and Central Channel Total PCBs
as a Function of River Mile




Figure 3-7

1999 Coring Resultsin Hot Spot 14
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© Figure 3-9 Length Weighted Aver age Concentration and

Sediment/Water Mass per Unit Area Calculations
Interface
»r—\ Lenath PCBs — Product of - Solid Specific , Unit — MassPCBs
\/ Ag Concentration? Above Two Weight Corrections  Per Unit Area
25cm” 1,352ug/g = 33,800cm* pg/g ©  0.52g/em® " 10%g/ug © 10*cmZm2 = 179 g/m?
v
N 4
25cm”  343ug/g = 8575cm* uglg © 0.74g/em® " 10%g/ug © 104 cm#m? = 64 g/m?
v
N 4
25cm”  5uglg — 125cm*ug/lg ~ 0.88g/cm®” 10%g/ug © 10 cmdm? = 1g/m?
\ 4 Total: 42,500 cm* ug/g
\/ / 75¢cm
L ength Weighted Total Mass
Aver age Concentr ation: 567 ug/g per Unit Areain Core: 244 g/m?

1. PCB concentration represents parts-per-million. TAMS
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Figure 3-10
Correlations Among PCB Metrics for 1984 NY SDEC Sediment Survey
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Figure 3-11

Correlations Among PCB M etrics for USEPA Low Resolution

Sediment Coring Survey
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Relationship among MPA, PCB Mass and Sediment Area in T| Pool

(based on 1984 sediment survey)
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